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ABOUT THE DISCt USSION BULLET 


)  thedinanciafly and politically independent forum ci a relatively unknown sector ot political thought that 


places the great divide in ihe “left,” not beteeen Anarchists and Marxists but between capitalism's 
te statist leftwing of vanguardisis and social democrais and the real revolutionaies of our erm: ihe.) 


i non-market, anti-statist, Hberiarian socialists They are organized in small groups of syndicalists, 


communist anarchists, libertarian municipsists, world socialists, socialist industrial unionists, council 


3. Gommurisis, and lef communists. The perspective of these groups with their rejection of capitalism's 
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Why the SYSTEM Must Be Changed 


For decades concerned and dedicated social activists have struggled against the 
evils of our society. Against militarism, unemployment, poverty, environmental destruction, 
police brutality, government corruption, workplace danger and disease. Yet, despite all the time 
and effort spent, the problems remain. 4nd in many cases and many piaces, they have gotten 
worse. 


It is therefore not surprising that many people become discouraged. If nothing 
seems to work, what’s the sense in continuing to beat our heads against the wall? 

In fact, if doesn’t make any sense to continue the same kind of actions that have 
failed to produce results. But rather than give up hope, the answer is to examine the reasons fo1 
our failure and to discover alternative courses of action that can achieve the results we seek. 


Attack the Cause, Not the Effects 


Militarism is not the cause of war. Militarism and war are both the effects of an 
economic system that necessarily pits individuals, corporations and nations into a competitive 
struggle for survival and success. The same production-for-profit economic system must create 
markets for its corporations to keep them profitable. Military spending provides guaranteed 
markets and profits for companies that would otherwise go under, and would bring down the 
entire economy with them. 

Similarly, pollution, downsizing, poverty and other problems are the effects of a 
system that must, under penalty of economic crisis and collapse, make the bottom line the 
highest priority. The reason these problems remain and get worse, despite all efforts to 
ameliorate them, is that their common cause has not been attacked. Until the underlying cause 
— the profit system -- is addressed, no actions against militarism, environmental destruction o1 
any other pressing problem will have any lasting effect. 


Speak Truth to the Powerless 


Those in power have an overpowering self-interest not to see the immorality of thei 
actions. Many sincerely believe they act out of the highest moral principle. By producing 
weapons they protect freedom. By polluting the environment they save jobs. By eliminating 
welfare programs they promote personal responsibility and independence. To see things 
otherwise would be to jeopardize their positions of power, wealth and influence, and deny their 
“right” to hold them. 

Even if they could recognize the immorality of what they do, they would be unable 
to do anything significantly different. A corporate CEO who made world peace, the environment 
and the welfare of his workers and consumers the highest consideration would greatly increase 
his company’s costs of production. Unable to compete against other companies that put the 
bottom line first, his company would quickly go out of business — and he, along with all the 
other employees, would be out of a job. 

A president or a Congress that made these goals their highest priorities would be 
sabotaged by the economic decisions of private business — and be unable to raise the money to 
get re-elected. 


Pek te 
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The 80% of the population that is without capital, and without the political power 
capital bestows, may be ignorant, apathetic and gullible. But, as they are the ones who suffer 
from the decisions of the powerful, they are the ones who have an objective economic interest in 
changing the system. 
Actually, most people are very aware of what the problems are, because they are 
living them everyday. They don’t come out for protests, demonstrations, civil disobedience, etc., 
not because they don’t care, but because they recognize that these types of actions alone wan't 
solve the prablem. 
Get to the Point — the Point of Production 


People’s apathy results from their sense of powerlessness. Yet “the people,” the 
working class — the 80% who work for the 5% who are the owning class —- possess the potential 
power to revolutionize society. While their money gives the 5% economic/social power, the fact 
our labor operates all the goods- and services-producing industries society depends on gives us 
the ultimate power —- once we organize to realize it. 

A successful movement for social change must 1) inform and educate itself on the 
structure and operations of the system it is challenging; 2) inform and educate the mass of the 
people on how the system causes the problems they suffer from; 3) prepare and present a 
program of economic and political organization to empower the non-capital-owning majority. 

Once the majority is informed and organized, democratic revolution — to eliminate 
for-profit production in favor of democratically-controlled production for human use — is 
possible. Short of that, as history has painfully demonstrated, minority actions by self-appointed 
“yanguards” lead nowhere — except, perhaps, to a new form of oppression. 


Weekly Meetings in Minneapolis 


Luckily, we don’t have to reinvent the wheel. Analyses of capitalist economics and 
capitalist socia! structures, and a program describing what the goal of a new society looks like 
and how it can be achieved, already exist. 

Here in the Twin Cities the New Union Party holds weekly meetings to work on 
these first steps in building a successful social movement. We welcome you to attend on 
Wednesdays, 7:30 pm, at 2308 Nicollet, #202, Minneapolis. 

For more info on these meetings, and additional literature including a sample copy 
of our paper, the New Unienist, call 870-1133, or write: 


NEW UNION PARTY 


| 2309 Nicollet Avenue 
| Suite 202 
| Minneapolis MN 55404 
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Revolution with the Ballot Box 


Your De Leonist contributors have had a lengthy debate 

as to whether the working class can use the ballot for 
revolutionary ends. At first, I thought this was an internal 
Matter, for De Leonists only. 


But I do rather dislike the term, "Parliamentary eretinism" 
used by Neil C. (DB90). Likewisewhen Internationalism compared 
the idea of using the electorai’ road as being similar to 

a belief in Santa Claus (DB91). 


Maybe, as an SPGB'er, I do not fit into the DB definition 

of "reali revolutionaries". But I share the view that "debate 
and discussion require that both sides be heard" (fg - DB91), 
and it seems to me that, so far, our side of the argument 
has not been put. 


As I understand it, many of your contributors argue that 
workers could end the class system by means of a General 
Strike, a lockout or an occupation strike. I wish! But 
this is surely the most naive position possible. How many 
times have state forces been used to break a strike? 


The state exists primarily for one purpose - to defend the 
interests of the capitalist class. That is why even neutral 
governments have armed forces. These nations may not use 
their forces against other states but, if necessary, they 
would certainly use armed force to defeat workers taking 
industrial action. As Jeff Miller argued:"the workers ... 
can never possess the weapons or military organization 

to defeat the armed forces of the state on their terrain 

of violence" (DB91). 


Consider Chris Faatz's call to "abolish the class state". 
{DB91, p.23).Faatz argues against the use of the ballot 

on the grounds that the capitalist class will "pick up the 
bayonet, if their rule is actually threatened by mass working 
class activity(DB91, p.3).So, it seems that the capitalists 
would resort to dictatorship and violence against a Socialist 
democratic majority at the ballot box, but doinothing if 
confrontcd by a lockout or a General Strike . Te out it 
mildly, I find this assumption rather implausible. 


In order to achieve anything, you need to have the power 

to do it. To abolish the state, you need first to gain control 
of it - you need political power. Just how are the working 
class supposed to abolish the state ig they do not first 

gain control over it? Way back in 1848, Marx and Engels 

had a clearer view: 


Political power, properly so called, is merely the 
organised power of one class for oppressing another 
o+. every Class struggle is a political struggle. 
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The machinery of government, with its armed forces, its 
police, its judiciary and jails - ali this exists primarily 
to protect the interests of the capitalist class.But, as 

we all Know, their preference is for us to consent to our 
exploitation. This is cheaper for them, less messy, and 
much, much less bothersome.However, that consent or consensus 
is only possible se iong as the majority of workers ~ not 
just in America but worldwide - continue to believe mistakenly 
that capitalism is “the best of all possible worlds", that 
“there is no alternative", and that Socialism/ Communism 

was what failed in Russia. But when ideology faiis, the 
capitalist class has state force at its disposal. If they 
ean, they will use it. That is why it is essential for 
Socialists to gain political power: to ensure that the 

gtate forces cannot be used against the Socialist movement. 


In several of the letters published in DB on this subject, 
there is a significant common thread: i.e. a failure even 
to mention the necessity of class consciousness as a pre- 
condition for any successful Socialist revolutionary 
movement. Perhaps this is taken for granted? An exception 
was Frank Girard's reply to Internationaliem(DB91) where 
he noted De Leon's view of union leaders as being “without 
the understanding of economics and history that education 
in the socialist movement brings", which explained their 


becoming cynical,self-serving or looking to “cooperation 
with the masters", 


But, on the same page, Frank Girard argues: "... electoral 
efforts during the 1870s and 80s showed that through its 
control cf the state capital could count out socialist 
candidates or use their wealth to corrupt them if they were 
elected".Surely, if these ‘socialist candidates had under- 
stood their class position and class interests, and had 

been elected on a Socialist ticket by a class-conscious 
maiority of workers, as delegates with a mandate for Socialism 
and no immediate demands, this could not have happened. 


So the SPGB arques that you cannot achieve Socialism without 
Socialists. To achieve Socialism, we need first to ensure 
that the majority of workers are class-conscious, determined 
to end class exploitation, and to do so democratically. 

The lessons to be learnt from the electoral experiences 

of the 1870s and 1280s - nct to mention the long hist #dey 

of so-called Socialist parties in this century - is that 

you do not achieve Socialism by means of reforming capitalism. 


The use of the baliot by Socialists is not merely for legi-~ 
timation purposes - although being able to demonstrate the 
strength of support the party has, by the number of votes 
cast, could be useful. The main reason for advocating the 
electoral read is that, unless the working class gain control 
of the state and, with it, the coercive forces which the 
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capitalist class would need to defend their class interests, 


these forces would inevitably be used against the revolution, 
to crush it. 


Ohne reason that the electoral road is rejected by many 

DE contributors is their misreading of the "lessons of 
history". The various revolts and revolutions which they 
cite - e.g. Russia in 1905 and 1917, Chiie, etc. - are 
irrelevant to this discussion. None of these were situations 
where the majority of the working class were Socialist. 


Likewise, the failure of the parties of the Second International 
was because they attracted support on the basis of their 
“immediate demands", putting Socialism at the tail end of 

their agenda. 


The SPGB has only one aim: by abolishing the class system, 
to establish a society based on the common ownership and 
democratic control .- by and in the interests of the whole 
community - of the means and instruments for producing 
and distributing wealth. 


Such a society will necessarily have to be democratic, consequently 
it can only be brought about democratically. And to disregard 

the probability of the capitalist class putting up some 

sort of resistance,using state forces to protect their 

class interests, would surely be suicidal folly. Hence the 

need to use the electoral system. 


Charmian Skelton 


Socialist Party of Great Britain 
(From P. 2) 
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ABOUT THIS ISSUE 


The first essay in DB92 is a New Unionist leaflet, one of the best I remember seeing on the subject of 
reform or revolution. Designed for mass distribution, it says rauch with few words, and I can’t see how 
anyone in our political sector can take issue with it. Next we revisit the topic of “bailots versus builets,” 
the debate that occupied much of the last issue. The author expresses a point that most opponents of the 
DeLeonist and World Secialist electoral tactic refuse to recognize: that we do not propose that 5 
(TO Peer 
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Reply to A. Buick’s Criticism of the Marxist Views on the State in OBS1.. 


A. Buick's repiy ietter in DBS1 has twisted the real meaning of Marx and Enaels (M-Es) 
Views oF tie need for tine working class revolutionary codies, workers councils, mass 
assemblies, etc. to smash the bourgeois state machinery in revolution. He tries to distort real 
communist views (and materialist method) and tum M-E into mere bourgeois democrats. 


The famous quote of M-E that “ihe working class cannot simply ley hold of the ready-made 
state machinery and wield it for its own purposes" is part of a very consistent body of M-Es 


writings in the period following the revelutionary experience of the struggles of the defeated | 
Paris Commune of 1877. 


Even if the “military-bureaucratic” machine of state was not fully developed "in England and 
America” in M-Es days, certainly by WWV1 even these most capitalist democratic states 
are firmly anchored by “military-bureaucratic " machines . 


So the views of Marx in a letier to Kugelmann dated April 12, 1871 on and DURING the baities 
of the Paris Commune prove quite trenchant -and would in our present epoch apply to 
England and the USA as well as ail other bourgeois states.. 


Marx writes- “If you look at the last chapter of my 18th Brumaire , you will find that | declare 
that the next attempt of the French revciution will be no longer,as before, to transfer the military 
-bureaucratic from one hand to another , but to smash it , (Marx has italics-the original is 
“zerbrechen"), and this is the preliminary conditions for every peoples’ revolution on the 
Continent . And this is what our heroic Party comrades in Paris are attempting.” 

Letters-Marx io Kugeiman (Neue Zeit XX, 1, 1801-02, pg 709) M-E Coll. works Voi 2. 


Marx also calls for a commune like state,a proletarian semi-state to repiace the bourgesis 
state in the transition to socialism and there would be a withering away of the proletarain 
semi-state itself too. Engels has later referred to this transition as an example of the 
"dictatorship of the protetariat’. 


But A. Buick thinks the workers revolution can be done through bourgeois parliaments. 
Certainly the bourgeois violence of the 20th century against workers struggles /movernents 
should have iaid such bourgeois “democratic” absurdities to rest. 


Engeis also wroie that the goai of workers revolutions against capitalism was net in any way to 

. make the existing state ‘fully democratic” as A. Buick asserts. On the contrary Engels wrote on 
January 3, 1894 in his “International Topics from “The Peoples State" where Engels wants to 
differentiate revolutionaries from reformists , that it is his preferred method to use the word 
“communist” instead of “social democrat “, Engeis states- 


"Por Marx and myself, i was therefore absolutely impossible to use such an elastic term to 
characterize our special point of view . Today things are different and the word ("Social 
-Democrat") may perhaps pass muster (mag passieren) , inexact (unpassend-unsuitable) 
though its is stili jor a party whose economic programme is nol merely socialist in general , but 
outright communist , and whose political aim is to overcome the whole state and, 
consequently democracy as well. The names of real (Engels has italics) political parties , } 


however, are never wholly appropriate; the party develops while the name stays.” 
M-E Coll. Works Voi 22. 


PRT ASTT 


Workers voting in bourgeois elections for workers parties in M-Es days was necessary 
because the working class could use i to force some lasting reforms, grow its organized forces 
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and capitalism had then not quite reached its present stage of world economy , utter barbarism, 


and compieie modern mass media monopoly as well, etc. That rubicon was reached 
butchery of imperialist WW1 aay, aS 


New workers movements and struggles must grasp the valuable historical lessons of their 
predecessors track records _ hence the need to toss overboard voting in bourgeois electoral 
circuses and also illusions in the bourgeois democraic state as part of the modem ABC's 
of industrial and political classconscious understanding. 


Neil 
ISRP supporter. 
LA Workers’ Voice, Box 57483, Los Angeles, Ca 90057 hitp:/Awww.ibrp.org 


{From P. 7} 
socialism be enacted a step at a time in Congress or a parliament. Next Neil, again implying that 
electoralists wish to use the machinery of the state to make the revolution, replies to Adam Buick’s 
DB91 letter. 

A. Smeaton straightens us out on the relationship of the U.S. Bordigist groups to the 
Taternational Bureau of the Revolutionary Party (IBRP) and expresses a position on unionism that I 
believe most DB readers will applaud. Again the position of us electoralisis is misrepresented, in my 
opinion. We have ne illusions about capitalist democracy. I think few of us vote in elections unless 
there is a candidate committed io the abolition of capital and the state, as there was in U.S. when the 
Socialist Labor Party was running Presidential and other candidates through 1976. The leaflet that 
follows advances the views of Neil and Smeaton on elections and unions. 

Next Larry Gambone shares his thoughts on fascism, the CP and leftist bugaboo. Some of his 
thinking seems on target except that I have a little trouble with his “unique roots” of fascism: a. Did 
Germany have “‘a prevailing backwardness? b. Did Italy have a strong landowner class? and c. What is 
meant by “The collective is more important than individual rights”? 

The New Unionist continues the debate on voting in its September issue. We reprint 
Internationalism’s letter to the NU and Jeff Miller’s reply, the latter again, clear and convincing — at 
least to me. Next Mike Ballard goes to bat for the [W'W, setting laternationalist Notes straight on a 
number of issues including the recent change in the IWW’s Preambie and revolutionary potential of 
anti-capitalist industrial unionism. Derek Devine also writes on the (WW, questioning whether it is or 
should be regarded as anarcho-syndicalist or even just syndicalist (minus the “anarcho”). My letter 
comments on Derek’s views on syndicalism. The burden of Larry Gambone’s letter on [WW Marxism, 
that it derives from De Leon’s influence, strikes me as stretching things a bit. As for De Leon 
stigmatizing the [WW as anarchist, certainly that is true, a typical sectarian charge. incidentally, it 
continues to this day among the SLP remnant, based on the idea that anyone who opposes the political 
road to revolution is an anarchist. 

Lynn Olson raises some interesting points about large “C” and small “c” communism and also 
asks David Stratman a pertinent question: just exactly what kind of a society New Democracy envision 
after the demise of capitalism. Next Adam Buick uses Marx to refute both Collectivities and Adam 
Smith on the question of whether the inability of our class to buy back the full vahie of their labor 
created a problem for the system. I’m not sure how Adam explains capitalism’s recourse to 
Keynesianism in the 1930s and, indeed, what caused the depression of the 30s. 

Next Phillip Coiligan asks Monroe Prussack some questions about his political thinking, and the 
Lone Star Socialist, a publication of the Socialist Party of Texas, demonstrates how easy it is for 
(To p. 12 
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in Defense of My Comraces 
Dear DB: 


i wouid like to thank you for reprinting my articie, you are more than welcome to. In response to 
what you said in issue #91, Sept/Oct. "98, | feel that your characterization of the Coramunist-Left 


influenced by the lialian lef communists groups in exile. These points may seem picky but 
since most militants are probably not familiar with the IBRP | feel it is necessary to make a 
distinction. Third, by 1926 there was only one representative of the the Communist-Left allowed 
to atiend the Communist intermationai, and that was Amadeo Bardiga. From the Second to the 
Fourth congresses of the Communist international all Left-Communists had been expelled. So, 
the actual break with the Communist Intemational occurred in the early to mid-twenties. 
Internationalist Notes, LAVWV and the IBRP do not agree with much of the conspiratorial/ 
machiavellian analysis of the ICC or their ascendance/decadence theories, but we do agree with 
their basic analysis of unions and democracy. 


Unions in the post-war period in the U.S. became whole-hearted partisans of U.S. imperialism 
particulary under the auspices of the American Institute for Free Labor Development in creating 
pro-U.S. dummy unions all over the globe, this mirrors what other imperialist powers, particularly 
the state-capitalist Soviet bloc, also did. Actuaily the last UPS and GM strikes were an effort, by 
Sweeney, Trumka, Huerta and co. to ressurect the image that unions are the only line of defence 
for workers. This gives the unions a legitimacy that they do not deserve, particularly in view of the 
fact that the unions are in the pocket of the Democratic party faction of the ruling class. Unions 
overwhelmingly agree to these two-tier wage schemes, every union | have been in has. such 
wage schemes in their contracts, like the SEIU and AFSCME, you are weicome to find this out for 
yourself. The unions and the media do hide there own involvement in the imposition of these two 
tier wage schemes, it isn't a conspiracy but itis essentially true. The elimination of grievance 
proceedures also is another common thing in the activity of unions, service employees reguiariy 
find out that they have lost their "nigh!" to a grievance procedure simply because no one ever acts 
onihem. The very nature of Democracy allows those with the most monetary resources to 
dominate workers and fabricate any consensus that they desire. 


internationalism's stand cn the use of the baliot is correct. Take a iook at the jong and hopeless 
rd of third parties in the U.S. if you really need oroof of that. The only course of action in 
regards to the democratic polling places that herd ‘citizens' ike cattle to vote for candidates that 
are predetermined as acceptable by the ruling class, is to stand outside them and tell people not 
to vote. You seem to believe that if one does not advocaie "electora! process” that automatically 
makes them an “underground” conspiracy. Revolutions occur not because revolutionaries build 
them or “lead the way", rather they occur because there is a reai social basis for this. The 
revolutionary party can provide a focus for this and serve as a source of strength for a 
revolutionary working class. In situations where there is no revolutionary organization thai 
workers can tum to, like in Chile or during the wildcat strikes against the no-strike pledge in the 
U.S. historical experience shows that they tend to fail or quickly subside The position of De 
Leonists on capitalist democracy belongs back in the 1870's when it could've done some good. 
You have this ufopian fetish about democracy that somehow it is sacred or that there is an 
abstract democracy that is good. In aly and Germany the democratic state rolled over and 
essentially allowed the facists to take power. Democracy is exactly what the capitalist class has 
made of it - no more. The Bolshevik party in its role at the beginning of the Russian revolution 
had to be underground in order not to be persecuted but they struck a nerve among the Russian 
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working class that put them at the "vanguard" of a revolution. This was not a coup d'etat. indeed 
ihe SLP made the same mistake as the Bolsheviks in running for political office, they believed 
that they could succeed by running for cffice and using as 2 platform from which to further the 
Guns OF ine fevoiuunary party. rhe ilaian Communist lett did the same thing in Italy but after 
many hard years discovered that it did not work and that the revolution was further away than 
ever. The truth is that the capitalist electora! process was running the SLP. 


A. Smeaton 
For interationalist Notes 


F.0. BOX 15314 
EAU CLAIRE, Wi 54702 


FOR WORKERS’ CLASS STRUGGLES— 
NOT BOSSES ELECTION CIRCUSES! 


Yet another Labor Day has come and the corporate rulers continue to wage what is so far a very 
one-sided class war against us, our families, our friends and our livelihoods. We get one day off work, 


some of us with, some of us without pay. Meanwhile the rich bosses are laughing at us all the way to the 
bank. 


Some said there was a workers ‘victory’ in the UPS strike of Teamsters in 1997. But just last month the 
UPS capitalists brazenly reneged on the 1997 Agreement to move 2000 slave-waged part time positions 
to full time status in August 1998. Certainly this calls for some militant organized mass workers 
response. 


Then there was the debacle of the Detroit newspaper workers strike which the AFL/CIO also claimed 
‘victory’ in 1997 but where nearly 1800 workers have seen their jobs taken by scabs, and the boss’s 
courts and the NLRB are playing a slick good-cop/bad cop scam hoping to promote faith im the 
‘democratic’ political state, al! the while giving the newspaper capitalists the ‘loophole’ of endless 
appeals, leaving the scabs on the job and the bosses profits fattened up to a fare-thee-well, while the 
striking workers suffer. Certainly this calls for workers to organize some mass actions from below. 


Then there was the recent GM strike at 16 plants in which the rank and file workers stood up and tried 
to wage a serious fight for near 2 months, it is hard for the AFL to paint this surrender up as a ‘victory’ 
because it has become known that many thousands of GM workers will get the axe over the the next 2 
years, and the UAW has already agreed with the GM corporation that they wall cali no strikes or any job 
actions prior to the September 1999 ending of the current contract. Certainly we can see that the rank 
and file must go against and outside the union apparatus to build any successfull organization and 
struggle against the capitalists. 


Now the bosses and their allies want us to bow down again and enter their election booths and vote for 
lying liberal Democrats or con-artist conservative Republicans, all of whose campaigns are mainly 
bankrolled by corporate money bags. All the while they smile, knowing that whoever wins, be they 
Democrat or Republican, all the wealth legally stolen by capital frorn labor will be protected by these 


Se 
politicians and their governing over the workers. We workers should stop supporting their political 
con-games and build our own new class organizations, industrial as well as an internationalist political 
Party based on fighting for workers interests. Leave the election booths empty, take up the noble cause 
of defending ihe workers against the ich parasites who rule over us. 
Los Angeles Workers’ Voice, Box 57483, Los Angeles, CA 90057 

Internationalists Web: http://Awww.ibrp.org (5/98 


Spot the error 
Dear DB 


Some thoughts provoked by the Chicago Revolutionary Network's slogan “if vonng made 
a difference, it would be outlawed" (DB91). If not being outlawed is a sign of 
ineffectiveness, then what about: 

~"if striking made a difference, if would be outlawed”, 

--"if using the internet made a difference, it would be outlawed", 

--(for the USA) "if bearing arms made a difference, it would be outlawed", 

—"if the Chicago Revolutionary Network made a difference, it would be outlawed"? 


Adam Buick, 20 rue Le Corrége, Brussels, Belgium. 


{From P. 9) 
reformists to be appalied at their betrayal by capitalist politicians. When he is in safe company Sanders 
refers to himself as a socialist -- and the LSS actually believed hum. Mark Farris appears to have a good 
take on the capitalist union movement. I like his line, “Unionism is much too important to leave to 
union officials.” Perhaps the WW should get in touch with him. My review of a new pamphlet by 
Collectivities is next, and we end, as usual with some notes, announcements, and short reviews. 


Finances 


_ The DB kept its financial head above water again for the past two months thanks te an increase in 
subscriptions and sales, and—as always—support from readers. Between now and the end of the year we 
will have to pay our non-profit bulk mailing fee of $85, which will put another dent in our exchequer, 
but aside from that | expect no big expenditures. The Gestetner duplicator on which we are printing the 
DB seems to need much less in the way of expensive surgery and parts transplants than the copier we 
used for many years. It is also much faster. Unfortunately there is a trade-off. The printing is less crisp 
than with the copier. 


Contributions: Philip Colligan $7; Scott Seath $4; Joe Tupper 340; A. Coble 30.50; Joshua Freeze 14; 
Lynn Olson $12; Will Guest $11; Harry Sritonen $12; Paul Buble $7. Total $97.50 Thank you, 
comrades. 


BALANCE August 27, 1998 3423.78 


(To B. 16) 


ON FASCISM 


Chris Faatz and CHIREVENET both seem worried about possibie 
“fascism”. Their probiem stems from a recieved concept that nas 
its origine in Marxist Leninist propaganda. That is the belief, 
as Chris states, that “Fascism is the means...throeugh which the 
rulers...wili crush any true threat..." Straight from George 
Dimitrov! For those felks who have not taken History i101, 
fet's examine what is cbjectively known about fascism and not 
Leninist claptrap. First off, it is a revolutionary form of 
authoritarian collectivism or state capitalism and isa hardly 
friendly to market capitalism. The fact that some companies in 
Germany and Italy supperted it in preference to the CP does not 
make fascism a tool of capitalism as Leninist propaganda would 
have. Secondly, fascism has unique roots. In all the countries 
where it had influence the following conditions applied. a. A 
prevailing backwardness. b. a strong landowner class c. The 
collective is more important than individual rights. Irn no 
Place where individualism was strong, did fascism gain many 
converts, Fascism, like its brother Leninism (red fascism), wae 
a product of, and an attempt to overcome, the difficulties 
associated with modernization. 

Hence, the likelyhood of the USA, Canada, the 0K etc going 
fascist is zilch! Worry about something else fellas! Also, the 
modern state is supple enough and has the ability to reform 
itseif enough to deal with any opposition without stooping to 
cut and out dictatorship. 

CHIREVNET's characterization of the so-called Christian 
right and the militias as fascist is using a swear word. 
Conservative moral values, however much you might object to 
them, are not fascist, fascism is nihilism, not “strict” 
morality, its one “value being the deification of the nation 
state and the Leader. Fascism ig the corporate state, the 
ultimate (except for Leninism) form of economic and political 
centralization. The militias (and Christers) are virtually 
paranoic in their fear of economic and political 
centralization. Ironically, like you, they think the 0S ig 
poised for a fascist dictatorship and are ready to die to stop 
it. Far from being fascists, they are resolute antifascists! 

As for the Panthers, they were not gunned down because they 
were revolutionaries, but because they were naive. The Panther 
program was mild reformism not out of place in the Democratic 
Party. People like Paul Mattick, Sam Dolgoff, Murray Bookchin, 
Raya Dunayevsaka etc, who actually had a revolutionary program, 
were not physically abused by the state. tf you go about waving 
guns and shouting about how you are going to “Off the Pig”, of 
course the state will take an unhealthy interest in you, and 
you will be vioiently crushed. Wo state in the world will allow 
people to take up arms against it. They may be more subtie than 
Yankee cops in dealing with it - as here in Canada - but at 
will be stopped nenetheless. Hence, the killing of the Panthers 
does not prove that the US is a dictatorship. 

Larry Gambone 
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The Workers’ Revolution: Ballots cr Bullets? 
(From the New Unionist, September 1998 ~ “Letters” page) 


The New Unionist responded to Chris 
Faatz's critique of “revolution at the baliot box" in 
the July issue with three main arguments: 

* Bourgeois democracy is "not hierally a 
dictatorship. The political rights enjoyed by the 
capitalists are also shared by the workers.” 

* Participation in capitalist elections is 
necessary for the legitimization of socialism. "By 
bringing the revolutionary program to a vote of 
the people the revolution legalizes and legitimizes 
the confiscation of the capitalists’ property once a 
Majority vote is achieved." 

* Non-violent revolution is possible, at least 
in the U.S. “Because the revolutionary movement 
will play and win by the rules the population has 
been convinced by the ruling class itself are 
correct and just, any extralegal action by the 

capitalists against the will of the people will be 
seen as an illegitimate power play.” The 
non-violent overthrow of Stalinist regimes in 
eastern Europe are cited as supporting evidence. 

The notion that the working class enjoys the 
same political rights as the bourgeoisie is at best 
naive, at worst a perpetuation of capitalist 
propaganda. Rather than exemplifying Marxism's 
ability to see beyond the superficial, io read 
between the lines, to examine real social 
processes, NUP accepts at face value the 


_ bourgesisie's own self description of its political 


system. 

The New Unionist argument fails to take 
into account the significance of the manipulative 
process by which the ruling class determines who 
the nominees for high office will be, how the 
media is used to achieve the desired electoral 
outcome. The idea that the proletarian revolution 
must seek legitimization from the poliical/quridi- 
cal processes of the enemy class fails to 
understand that a revolution overturns and crushes 
those processes; to the revolutionary proletariat 
there is nothing legitimate about capitalism's rule. 

The notion of the revolutionary overthrow of 


capitalism at the ballet box is delusionary. The 
example of the bankrupt Stalinist regimes in 
eastern 

Europe is irrelevant to the proletariat since this 
imvolved transfer of power between factions of the 
capitalist class, not class revolution. 

Of course, on countless other occasions the 
bourgeoisie has not hesitated to plunge nations 
into bloody civil wars in squabbles over control of 
the state apparatus. To think that capitalism 
would surrender its domination of society 
peaceably because it lost a vote, and any violent 
resistance would be perceived as illegitimate, 
reflects a confidence and trust in the honor and 
sense of fairplay of a class enemy that has abso- 
lutely no basis in history and would set the 
proletanat up for disastrous consequences. The 
whole history of the capitalist class is 
characterized by ruthlessness, treachery, violence, 
unfaimess, manipulation, repression, etc. The 
working class must enter into its historic 
confrontation with capitalism with that 
understanding of its adversary or it will face 
certain destruction. 

The essential elements of the revolutionary 
process demonstrated by the history of the 
workers movement are these: 

* The working class develops class 
consciousness through a long and difficult 
struggle at the point of production and in the 
streets, moving towards political autonomy from 
other classes and an understanding of its historic 
tasks; 

* As an expression of this growing class 
autonomy, the proletariat develops new means of 
self organization, culminating in the creation of 
workers councils in pre-revolutionary situations to 
centralize the confrontation against capitalism; 

* A situation of dual power develops where 
the workers councils begin to rival the bourgeois 
state for control of society; 

* The revolution occurs when the workers 
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councils, as an expression of workers democracy. 
reach the decision that the moment has come to 
resolve the contradictory situation of dual power 
by dispersing the canitelict state, and acserhing 
proletarian control over seciety. While the 
proletariat is not interested in needless 


Reply: 


The very fact that Internationalism has 
written and mailed its letter without landing 
prison, and the New Unionist has published it 
without being shut down by some "State Security 
Service,” proves what is apparent to everyone 
except internationalism and similar degma-ridden 
sects: we do have political nghts which we freely 
practice. if internationalism believed what it says 
it would be underground. But it produces a public 
paper, holds public meetings and distributes 


literature the same as the New Union Party. If this 


reality is “superficial,” Internationalism's cheice 
to be part of it makes it superficial. 

They then say that we don't take into 
account how the bourgeoisie manipulates the 
electoral system and that-shocking 
cevelation!—the ruling class determines who the 
nominees for high office will be while the media 
is used to achieve the desired resuit. 

The probier: with grandiosely stating the 
obvious is that it doesn't tell us what needs to be 
done about the situation. As long as the workers 
can be fooled into voting for the capiiatist parties 


they aren't going to be overturning capitalism. It is 


correct that class consciousness develops in the 
struggle at the pomt of production, but that 


consciousness must then express itself politically, 


as a workers party, because the state must be 
captured in order te disarm the ruling class. 
Intemationalism says if will be some future 
“workers councils” that will "Gisperse” the state, 
again without sharing with us the secret of how. 
Then there is the unfortunate problem of what 
is going prevent ihe state from crushing the 
workers councils before they begin “to rival the 
bourgeois state for control of society.” According 


bloodbaths. there is no illusion that this histonc 
transformation can be accomplished witheut 
organized force. 


internahionalism 
POB 288, New York NY 10018 


to Internationalism, the bourgeoisie won't alow 
elections to overthrow them but they will allow 
workers counciis to! 

Of course, as long as the bourgeoisie 
possesses the power to allow and disallow there 
can't be a revolution. Internationalism is correct 
that a social transformation can't be accomplished 
without organized force, but they have no 
conception of the nature of force in modern 
society. 

The bourgeoisie have power not because of 
their numbers—they are tiny minority of the 
population—-and not because, as were previous 
ruling classes, they are warriors who personally 
wield weapons to force people to do what they 
say. They have power because through their 
ownership of the means of communication they 
can influence and control the thinking of the 
majority—its consciousness—and get them te do 
what they want that way. 

By controlling the consciousness of the 
majority the bourgeoisie can gain control of the 
institutions and weapons of viclent coercion by 
persuading the majority to vote for their political 
parties and thereby win the offices of state power. 
They can then use the state, and its : 
thought-controlied working-class employees, to 
forcibly suppress rebeilions that do break ou in 
these sectors where its ideological control slips, 
as among blacks in past years and workers in 
militant strikes. This is one reason Marx said that 
the democratic state is the ideal form of bourgeois 
rule—and subsequent development makes it more 
true today--and why he also said that 
consciousness when organized becomes itself a 
material force. 

Gnee they understand that modern force 
derives from consciousness our friends at 
internationalism should be able to understand our 
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reply to Faatz that their letter indicates they 
clearly have not understood. 

Revolutionary activity is the struggle for 
consciousness, cic shugesc to See the workers 
from their subordination to bourgeois ideology 
and enable them to see their own real interests 
against those of the bourgeoiste, a struggic we 
must take into every erena available to us. 

We “legitimize” the revolution through 
political action net because we care what the 
“enemy class” thinks about it or because we trust 
in their "honor and sense of fairplay,” but because 
the revolution must have the support of the great 

majority in order to succeed, and we will use the 
democratic pretensions of the ruling class against 
it to help gain that support. 

We don't expect “that capitalism would 
surrender iis domination of society peaceably 
because it lost a vote" and never said so. 
Capitalism will surrender because it has been 
zendered powerless to resist the will of the 
majority~the will expressed and displayed 
at the ballot box. It will be rendered powerless 
because the state will be delegitimized through 
the political mobilization of the people—whether 


Fratemally submitted, Frank Girard 
for the DB 


be organized in the industries to assume control 
over the means of life and deny them to the 
bourgevisie and its remaining supporters. Unable 
to call on the state to retake the industries by 
military force, the bourgeoisic-will be powerless 
and the revolution completed. 

(in East Europe the Communist state did 
collanse in the face of the anp-electarel nabitinal 
mobilization of the people, the relevant pomt of 
the argument. The fact it was replaced by a 
new democratic class state and not a classiess 
socialist democracy doesn't alter the fact the oid 
state form was destroyed.) 

Without this political/industrial strategy to 
disarm the ruling class the revolution is lef to wy 
to defeat it militarily, the position 
Internationalism apparently accepts. [t is therefore 
incumbent upon them fo tell us how they plan to 
have the workers militarily defeat the combined 
police forces of the nation's cities, the National 
Guards of the 50 states, and the Army, Navy, Air 
Force and Marine Corps of the United States of 
America. 


-Jeff Miller 
the workers party formally takes office or ee aan RY 
not~and there will thereby be no one willing to New Unionist, 2309 Nicollet Ave., #202, 
carry out its orders, and because the workers will! Minneapolis, MN 55404 
(From p. 12) ie ain 
RECEIPTS 
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Postage cue 13.50 
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Some Critical Observations about the iN articis on “Syndicalism and Revalution" 


“Und weil der Proletar ein Proiet ist, Drum wird ihn kein 
Andee betern. Es kann die Betreiung der Arbeiter nur 
Das Werk der Arbeiter sein.” 8. Brecht Einheitsfrontlied 


The author(s) of “intemationalist Notes” #11 (IN) have made some staternents about the IWW in 
"D8" #91 which need to be addressed. While i am in the NAWY, | dont speak for the organization, 

ano BODY doesrunless it's the whole ee the [WW through referendum. Nevertheless, as a 
Wobbly, | must take issue with at least SOME of the various and sundry assertions made by IN, 
concerning the nature social revolution and of WW tactics and strategy. 


iN states that in the latter part of the 19th Century, “Many union militants in Europe had already 
come to the conclusion that a new revolutionary union was necessary for workers to gain control 
of the economy and bring about a social revolution." How true. As early as 1865 Karl Marx was 
telling a gathering of working people:” 


Firstly. A general rise in the rate of wages would result in a fall of the general rate of profit, 


rr 


but broadty speaking, not affect the prices of commodities. 


Secondly. The generai tendency of capitalist production is not to raise, bui to sink the 
average standard of wages. 


Thirdly. Trades Unions work well as centers of resistance against the encroachments of 
capital. They fail partially from an injudicious use of their power. The fail generally from 
limiting themselves io a guerilla war against the effects of the existing system, instead of 
simultaneously trying to change it, instead of using their organized forces as a lever far the 
pols emancipation of the working class that is to say the ullimate abolition of the wages 
system.” 

from Value, Price and Profit 


IN author(s) state, "The main pitfalls of their path te a revolutionary society are similar to the 
pitfalls of strikes themselves”. The pitfails are left unexplained: but! can only assume that 
workers in the IN think that unions with the strategic goal of abolishing the wage system aren't 
worth organizing because of pittails associated with strikes. Granted, there is a time to strike or 
not to strike and sometimes thai time is misjudged by workers. But the [VVV\'s path to a 
revolutionary society is paved with more than one tactic. The process of building the new society 
within the sheil of the old is one which includes many activities, many kinds of siruggle and many 
ideas, some cf which, haven't even been done or thought of yet; but which will develop as the 
primary activity, the organization of our class, grows; for the vision we have of a co:cperative 
commonwealth—to borrow an old term--is based on democratic principle, therefore, the content of 
that new society can onty be determined by the workers as they construct it. 


I'd say that what history has taught us in the 20th Century is that unions without the level of 
classconsciousness which recognizes the necessity of abolishing wage-labor are on roads to 
nowhere and that revolutionary leadership parties aren't worth the tremendous effort, bload, 
sweat and tears which have been invested in therm over these many years. | say this about 
revolutionary leadership parties because IN seems perfectly comforiable quoting Lenin as an 
authority on the question of casting off soiled iWW-like t-shirts. Santayana said it best, "Those 
who cannot remember the past are condemned repeat it.” Lenin and crew wanted the workers of 
the world to discard all but the hair shirt of Bolshevism, ostensibly because workers were 
incapabie making a social revolution without the leadership of professional revolutionaries. I'm 


ociyies 


convinced that the social revolution will be the classconscious act of the workers acting for 
thernselves or, it will not happen. 


iN GulIGrS) Wits tae ine CHuGUS GF UNIONS Was ue Oacn in 1906, ing year thas ihe NAW was 
founded. It is oresurnably the IW/W critique that WAS true, "but today ignores their subsequent 
deveiopment inte organs of control within the working class." Wait a minute. Gur critique of the 
trade unions was irue ninety + years ago; but now it's not, because those trade unions have 
become organs of contre! within the working class? Nuh? Seerns to me that the critique is the 


same because the trade unions are the same i.e. they don't challenge the essence of the current 
system of exploitation, the system of wage-slavery. 


iN also takes pot shots at us and the Preamble to our Constitution by saying that we modified if to 
read, “living in harmony with the Earth" from, taking possession of the earth, in order to “laich on 
to” Earth First! Really now. | can tell you that as a Wobbly, I've never wanted the WW to latch 
on to any other organization, most especially Earth Firstl, an organization which seems to be 


dominated by anti-technology currents. However, | can add my veice to their alarrn over the 
destruction of the planet. 


In a London “Guardian” article which appeared on October 2,1998, the following news was 
backed up with copious facts: 


"Humans have destroyed more than 30 per cent of the natural world since 1970 with serious 
depietion of the forest, freshwater and marine systems on which life depends.” 


Putting aside the classless analysis of the "Guardian's editorial watch dogs, | think the fact that 
the environment has seriously deteriorated since 1976 (never mind 1905}, made the modification 
of our Preamble quite legitimate. Thai the particular language of “living in harmony with the 
Earth" was penned by Judi Bari, an WW member who was also active in and primarily identified 
with Earth First!, is not something which Wobbiies are ashamed of any more than we are 
ashamed at having changed the Preambie in 1908, when contending political parties and 


non-political party types, made it necessary to drop the political clause and add the following 
resoiution te our Constitution: 


"Whereas, the primary object of the Industrial Workers of the World is to unite the workers on the 
industrial battlefield; and 
“Whereas, Organization in any sense impites discipline through the subordination of parts to the 
whole and of the individual member to the body of which he or she is a part: therefore be it 

- Resolved, That to the end of promoting industrial unity and of securing necessary discipline within 
the organization, the IWWV refuses ail alliances, direct and indirect, with existing political parties or 
anti-political sects, and disclaims responsibility for any individual opinion or act which may be at 
variance with the purposes herein expressed.” 


in neither case were/are we catering to or trying fo latch on to any other organization, Earth First!, 
the Socialist Party, the SLP, a nascent [WP or anti-political sects. These changes were found to 


have become necessary due to actuailly existing circumstances by dernocraticaliy assembied 
iWVW/ members. 


IN also charges the WW with basically rejecting the "idea that a revolutionary party can actually 
be useful to workers..." IN author(s) are apparently unaware that the IW/W has within its ranks 
both non-political party anarchists and many members, like myself. who find certain revolutionary 
parties to be doing useful things now and again--two come to mind at the moment, the World 
Socialist Party and the New Union Party. i've known some Wobs who vote Green Partly and I've 
even heard talk of some casting ballots for Dennis Peron, the medical pet advocate, in the last 
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Regublican Primary in California. it is true though ihat most Wobblies-consider organization and 
direct action where one works, to be the highest priorities; but at the same time, many in the WW 
also participate widely in the class struggies over the product of social labor and the directions of 
social. environmental and cultural policies within tha sociaties in which they find thamealves by: 
dual carding, joint actions with non-revolutionary unions @.g. the Nepiune Jade struggle, 
environmental protection actions like tree sitting, lending a helping hand in guarding women's’ 
clinics from killers, trying to draw attention to the Schoo! of the Americas roie in death squads in 
Latin America, putting their bodies on the line in the strugale in Chiapas and so on. in short, we 
are not seciarian in our tactical struggles with the powers that be or in the solidarity we offer to 
others in those ongoing struggles. Ai the same time, we remain firmly committed io the strategic 
goal of organizing One Big Union to batter down the citadel of the ruling class, the wages system 
of slavery. We urge other workers to finally root out the plague of wage-siavery too. My own 
personal take on the class struggle is that you throw everything at the ruling class you can 
effectively get your hands on, you even organize democratically run, worker owned co:ops to 
survive, if you have to or even if you'd prefer to make a living that way. 


l invite the members of IN to join us in that fight, instead of fighting us, while they attempt to 
organize their “world revolutionary party". Perhaps together, we can, with others in our class, 
work more and more effectively to emancipate ourselves from the shackles Capital has placed 
on us and our planet. 


For the works! 


Mike Bailard 

X334260 

Wage-siaves of the worid unite! 

You have nothing to lose; but your bosses. 
httovfAwww.stanford.edu/~mibalian 


[Mike appended a page of information on how to contact the IWW just about anywhere in the 
world. Readers can get the material by E-mail from his address above or by writing to the inter[?] 
nationai office, WW, 103 Michigan Ave., Ypsilanti, Mi 48197] 


{From p. 32) 
that left the Socialist Workers Party when it allegedly deserted Trotskyism in the early 80s. 

Mandei begins by asking, “What is a Revolution? and immediately blurs the distinction between 
revolutionary and reformist activity: “Quantitative gradual social changes of course do occur in history 
as do qualitative revolutionary ones. Very often the former prepare the way for the latter,” iwo 
statements that help us to understand the Trotskyist road to revolution. Other sections in this 30-page 
pamphlet include “The Lessons of Third World Revolutions,” and “World Revolution Today.” In the 
latter he develops his theory of three-sector revolution: 1) Proletarian revolution in the West, 2) third 
world anti-imperialist revolution, and 3) a political revolution in the USSR which will end the 
bureaucratic dictatorship. Somehow the fact that all of these “sectors” must free themselves from the 
economic and political system of world capitalism doesn’t enter into his theory. $1 from F.LT., PO Box 
1947, New York, NY 10609. 
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Dear Frank / DB 
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that the [WW seeks to be One ‘Small Union of anarcho - onaaae “In DB 91 L. ‘Gambone, ay 
years in and out of the [WW (im not impressed by age), claims thai no -one has ever denied that the 
[WW was “syndicalist”, except some old sectarians and then L. Gambone flies in the face of history by 
not describing the TWW as “anarcho - syndicalist”. For him the |WW is “Marxist - Syndicalist”. This is 
just glorious. fantasy | Presumably L Gambone’s [WW members spend half theic time advocating the 
conquest of State power and the other half rejecting the political process and calling for the State to be 
smashed. I have heard logical nonsense like this before in the DB where SLP and SP members of the 
TWW have been described as “political syndicalists” ! The news that the [WW is “Marxist - Syndicalist” 
will come as a body - blow to the Anarcho - Stalinist tendencies within the TWW who have spent years 
laying down ideological markers desperately trying to equate Anarchism and Anarcho - Syndicalism 
with Industrial Unionism. They must be gutted.Christ, the Industrial Worker, this year alone, has 
carried so many dull articles about the Swedish SAC that it reads like the English - language paper of the 
SAC - but hell, still “Marxist Syndicalists” ! 


Once again, I’d like to take the opportunity to reiterate that the [WW is an organisation of Industrial 
Unionists whose basic position is nor - political. It is not Anti - political or Anti ~ Statist. The WW has 
no theory of the State. Consequently it is open to people of varying political views and that includes 
Leninists. This can only be the case if people in the [WW do not seek to put a narrow Ideological wall 
around it. Again, | ask where is your evidence that the [WW is anarche - syndicalist ? The majority of 
the [WW members at any time would not have considered themselves as anarchists or anarcho - 
syadicalists.S So, why do anarchists, Leninisis and some De Lecnisis in the US political community 
continue to label it anarchist ? I, at least, try to explore why this is the case and in the DB 90 my letter 
has been met with Charges being filed against me within the [WW by the editor of the Industrial Worker. 
Tt seems that a very tiny political g ghetto like to talk “syndicalism” and are desperate to have the WW in 
this anti - political box! To talk of“ “political syndicalists” or Marxist - Syndicalists” in 1998 is ridiculous 
and shows a very poor understanding of terms. In 1998, syadicalism does not just mean union and it 
doesn’t imply a range of political leanings. Syndicalism stresses the supremacy of Economic means of 
changing society over political means. The term doesn’t imply that there could be a relationship or that 
the economic and political were compatible. Syndicalism is therefor, an Anti -Political creed which is 
ideologically aligned to anarchism. 


if l can briefly wavel back through the mists of time to the [WW’s 4th Convention (1908) which I 
believe is regarded as the Convention where in the eyes of some DeLeonists and anarchists the WW 
. became anarcho - syndicalist. This Convention is famous because it removed De Leon from the Hail and 
the pro - political clause from the [WW Preamble in a very close vote. Up until 1908 the Union was 
comunitted to a Political / Electoral means of emancipation, although alliance with a particular party was 
not specified. After removing the Pro - political Clause the Convention then passed a very important 
resolution designed to demonstrate to the world that the [WW was not an Anarchist or Terrorist 
organisation. The gist of this stated that the WW refuses all alliances, direct or indirect, with political 
parties or anti - political sects. 


To me, this could not be clearer : the [WW is not anarcho - syndicalist (syndicalist) and does not ally 
itself with Anarchists (“Anti - political Sects”). Now the fact that some anarchists have attempted to 
establish ideological control over the [WW in recent decades (many members of the [WW could not 
define Syndicalism if their lives depended on it ) is neither here nor there. Just as Leninists should be 
opposed if they tried to identify the !WW with Statism then so have those anarchoid grouplets to be 
opposed for trying to identify the [WW with Anti - Statism. The “Call” (I - 99) printed in DB 91 was 
originally billed as a “Syndicalist Conference”. The idea has been launched by the San Francisco |WW 
and the SF WSA. The Conference seems to lack clarity and the term “syndicalism” has been dropped 
from the title due to opposition to the term from within the IWW. This conference is noteable for the List 
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of original supporters/ subscribers. It reads like A roll call of ex - IWA organisations and itis likely that 
some of the participants in this conference, particularly the SAC, want to initiate a second “Syndicalist 
International” because they see the |WA as dogmatic sectarians. The ww is unlikely to have anything 
ta de with this “International” as it is ohvionsly not a Syndicalist aroanisation. 


To all variants of socialists , communists , anarchists, republicans, Bordigists, council communisis etc 
and to ail those without definite political positions you are welcome to join the |W W and are needed to 
build One Big Union. An anarcho - syndicalist organisation would severely restrict the numbers capable 
of entering such an organisation. To date the [WW does noi require that its members submit to the 
hegemony of a particular political ideology. it is not a Syndicalist organisation.Bring on the Charges ! 


For the Works, 


Derek Devine 
Dear DB Readers, 


Larry Gambone defends his use of the term “Marxist syndicalism” in the letter that follows this. I'd like 
to respond here to Derek Devine’s coraments on my brief point in DB91 that his denial that the WW 
was anarcho-syndicalist was simply flying in the face of history. 


Let me begin with what I understand by syndicalism: that it is just another term for revolutionary 
unionism. Whatever the term means now or meant in the past in France and elsewhere, I understood 
that in the U.S. its objective has been organize worker to abolish capitalism and the state and to build a 
new system based on social ownership and worker control of industry. In other words syndicalists, 
whether or not they are “anarcho” have the same cbjective as the industrial unionists of the WW and 
the socialist industrial unionists of DeLeonist groups: the SLP and NUP. The syndicalist tactic, the 
general strike, is exactly the same as that of the IWW. The DeLeonisi strategy is to use the political 
system to the extent that doing so is possible. 


1m less than certain that Marxist always translates into political as Derek seems to think or that 
syndicalism ts always anti-political rather than just non-political as he scems to think the IWW is or 
should be. As to his reiteration that ‘the [WW is an organization of Industrial Unionists whose basic 
position is non-political. Itis not Anti-political or Anti-statist. The IWW has no theory of the State.” 
This makes the [WW sound rather like more militant version of the CIO. Also, I think Derek should 
check out the TWW version of what Gompers called “Father Haggerty’s Wheel of Fortune,” the 
representation of the plan of government m an industrial union society. | would think that advocating 
the substitution of an industrial form of government for capitalism and its state is indeed a “theory of the 
state.” 


Why did DeLeonists stigmatize the [WW as anarchist? For the same reason the [WW referred to De 
Leon as a dictator: it was a convenient weapon in the sectarian rivalries of the early part of the century. 
As to my characterization of the [WW as anarcho-syndicalist, it stems from exactly the same reality that 
Devine has experienced. Whatever the political persuasion of the majority of [WW members (and with 
recent [WW success in organizing I would guess the proportion of non-anarchisis is msing) the most 
prominent members and general headquarters people have always sounded at least like anarchists. 


Frank Girard 


oh) Be 
THE IWAN AND MARXISM 


No, Frank, I don't consider the IWW marxvist per se, but as 
stated in my letter in NP 91, se marrvist bosed_. Rw which T mean 
the dominant influence of DeLecnist ideas in its origins. Nor 
was the IWW alone in this, the OBU Movements of Australia and 
Canada were both marxist im origin and aisao owed a debt to 
DeLeon. (See THE IMPCSSIBILISTS) There were also syndicalist- 
oriented groups within the Italian and French socialist 

parties, who claimed to be marxist and not anarchist in 
inspiration. (Led by the future fascists Lagardelle and 
Mussolini, one should add.) 

The confusion about “revolutionary industrial unionism” not 
being a kind of syndicalism has to do with the fact that when 
the I®WW was founded in 1965, French CGT syndicalism was 
dominated by craft unions. Hence, it made some sense for the 
Wobs to see themselves as something different. This was no 
longer the case a decade later, when industrial unions became 
important within the CGT. To show how little the difference 
between “syndicalism"” and “Industrial unionism” mattered, 
consider the founding of the AIT - the  syndicalist 
international - in 1922. The Swedish SAC, an “industrial union" 
like the IWW, was a member, as were the CNT, FORA and other 
syndicalist organizations which had craft unions in their 
federations. 

As for Frank's response to DeLeon's anti-anarchism as raised 
by Laurens Otter. DeLeon lived until 1914, by which time the 
"propaganda of the deed” period was an historical artifact and 
anarchists led mass movements comprising hundreds of thousands 
of workers - mass movements opposed to bomb-throwing lunacy. 
(The CGT was in fact, formed in 1895 ag a constructive form of 
anarchist practice) Yet, DeLeon continued to identify anarchism 
with violence, long after the 1890's bombings. Considering the 
aforesaid, this would indicate prejudice, rather than rational 
analysis. Frejudices are usrally non-rational in origin, 
founded on one's personal psychological makeup, hence Lauren's 
"venture into psychology” is very much a legitimate pursuit. 


Larry Gambone 
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Questions for Dave Stratman anA the ‘tay Democracy 
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“Communism was a disaster. Socialism has been tried and 
failed. The answer, we think, is reai democracy." 


This requires a clarification and definitions of "communism," 
“socialism,” and of "democracy." 


Careful writers distinguish between big "C" Communism and 
small "c" communism. Big "C" Communism is a name adopted 

by various political parties and by pelitical governments 

and states. These big "C" Communist parties and governments 
usually claim to be Marxist even though Marx himself is 
reported to have said: "All I know is I am not a Marxist." 

Big "C* Communism is associated with what was the USSR, 

the Chinese dictatorship and with various of their satellites. 


Small “c* communism is not a political party and is not a 
political government or stste. Small “c" communism is an 
economic relationship in which private property is replaced 
by common property. Note that this private property does not 
include personal property such as the clothes we wear, the 
personal teols we use, the cars we drive, or the houses in 
which we live. Private property, in this context, is that 
used in the social production of the means of liffe---such as 
the industries that produce our needs, the communication and 
transportation systems, the health systems, the agricuitvural 
systems and any other that are privately owned but socially 
operated. It is these socially operated systems---owned and 
worked by all the people in common---that would be the common 
property in small "c" communisn. 


What is called "Communism" (big "C") such as the former Soviet 
Union, never had any property owned and controlled by ail the 
people in common. Big "C" Communism was and is nothing more 
than a form of centralized capitelism---state capitalism---in 
which the state is the sole capitalist corporation that owns 
and controls all the productive property and industries and 
exploits the workers who work for a wage in those state 
controlled industries. The workers are wage slaves who own 
nothing and control nothing. The state is controlled by a few 


elite who subjugate the vorkers with continuing threat of state 
violence. 


It should be obvious that big "C" Communism and smail "c* 
communism have nothing in common {no pun intended). No two 
concepts could be more contrasting and different in content or 
purpose, their similarity in spelling notwithstanding. 


Despite what the media has been repeatedly teliing us there 
has never been 2 smali "ec" communist government or state 
anywhere. The only people in the modern world who practice 
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small "c"“ communism are the Hutterites whe, with about 22,000 
people, live in about 229 small agricultural communities 
mostly in South Dakota, North Dakota, Montana, and in the 
Canadian provinces of Alberta, Manitoba and Saskatchewan 
(1974 census}. While these Hutterite communities are 
surrounded by the political governments the Hutterites 
themselves do not participate in the surrounding governments. 
The Hutterites base their communism not on the writings of 
Marx or Lenin but instead on the Christian Bible. A deeply 
religious Anabaptist Christian sect, the Hutterites have 
persisted in theix Christian communism through 400 years of 
persecution beginning in feudal eastern Europe, living for a 
time in Russia and finally emigrating to North America in 

the twentieth century. Since the term "communism" has been 
Gistorted by the media toe mean something horrible these 
communist communities are often described by the euphemisn 
"“communalism” to make their communism scund more acceptable. 


The Hutterites have ne private property {net even the houses 

in which their monogamous families live) and all their 
agricultural land, buildings, and machinery is owned in 

common. They deo not work for a wage. They all work for the 
community and the community supports ali of them. They have 
no rich, no pocr, no unemployed, no homeless, no police, no 
ecurts, no prisons and---in 400 years---have not had a singie 
homicide among them. They sell their agricultural surplus to 
the surrounding capitalist market and they buy land, machinery, 
tools, and other goods from the capitalist community but they 
refuse to buy or sell anything among themselves. The Hutterites 
have no government, no state and no politicians. They do not 
vote, they refuse to serve in the military and they refuse to 
fight in any wars. 


The media would have us believe that ali communists are atheists 
while the world’s only practicing communists are these deeply 
religious Christians with all their activities derived from an 
unquestioning belief in God. Most of us would not accept their 
strict religious orientation and would object to some of their 
religion based practices. But we have to admit that their 
communism has been remarkably successful. 


More details can be found in many publications such as: 


Peters, Victor 
All Things Common; the Hutterian Way of Life 
University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 1965 


Hostetler, John A. 
Hutterite Society 
The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 1974 


The term "socialism" has been distorted as much as the term 
"communism." Several political parties and politicai 
governments have called themselves "Socialist" but these 
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are all varieties of capitalism, reformist or otherwise. 
Their support for state ownership of major industries or 
resources is nothing more than a variety of state capitalism 
witn tne state in tne business or Capitalist eaxapivitation uf 
the workers. Perhaps the most egregious example was Hitler's 
label of "National Socialism" applied to what was the Nazi 
wariety of the centralized capitalism introduced into 

Russia by Lenin and Trotsky. 


As with small "c" communism, small "s" socialism proposes a 
common ownership of the means of production (not state 
ownership) and a participation of all the people in the use 
and control of production for human needs (not for profit) 
with benefits to each and to ail. 


Marx vas not the only advocate of socialism. Gustav Landauer, 
for example, in the nineteenth century, offered a socialism 
derived from creative activity, love and community labor, 

",,..a new reality with the help of an ideal." and was, at the 
Same time, an outspoken critic of Marx's “scientfic" socialism. 
See Landauer's: For Socialism, Telos Press, St. Louis, 1978. 
See also Albert Einstein's convincing reasons for a humane, 
non-bureaucratic socialism in "Why Socialism?" written in 1949 
for the Monthiy Review, reprinted in 1950 in Essays in Humanism 
by Philosophical Library and reprinted in pamphlet form by 
Discussion Bulletin in 1995. As with all socialist proposals 
these ideas were never realized in practice. There has never 
been an industrial society organized around socialist ideas 
anywhere. 


In view of the above, piease explain your statement; "Communism 
was a disaster. Socialism has been tried and failed." 


In the nineteenth century the working class movement for 
socialism split into two factions. One faction, identified 
with Karl Marx, claimed to be "scientific" socialism because 

of its belief in Marx's "materialist conception of history” 

to explain how socialism would replace capitalism. It was 
Known aS “authoritarian” socialism to others because of its 
understanding that it could capture and use the power of the 
State to promote socialism. The other faction, identified with 
Mikhail Bakunin (and others), became known as' "libertarian® 
socialism or “anarchism" to its adherents because of its 
complete rejection cf the state or its power in any form. It 
used the term “anarchism” in its root meaning: an means 
without and archism means rulers, or “without rulers." It 
believed that people could organize themselves and their 
production in a federation of free communities only without 
rulers or coercion in any form. Note this is not the pejorative 
notion of anarchism in which the media equates anarchism with 
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chaos, violence, bomb throwing and a host of other evils. 
The idea of anarchism goes back much farther into history--- 
for example, the ideas of Pierre Joseph Proudhon and the 
writings of William Godwin. This division of the socialist 
movement between the followers of Marx and the supporters of 
Libertarian anarchism continues to this day. 


You seem to have rejected the Marxian faction of this movement. 
Have you also rejected the anarchist libertarian faction? 


This brings us to the next guestion: Where does New 
Democracy place the role of the state and government? Dees 
New Democracy envision a continuation ef political government 
---with its elections, politicians, congresses and executives? 
Dees New Democracy envision a continuation of the state with 
its monopoly on violence? 


The term "democracy" aiso suffers from many definitions. To 
most if means the rovtine voting for politicians whom the 
voters don't know but whom they assume will represent them by 
making laws for their benefit and supposedly consistent with 
a constitution only a few of them have ever read and even 
fewer understand. This "representative" democracy ends up 
representing not the voters but instead representing the 
wealthy that pay the campaign bills for the politicians. 
Another form, “direct" democracy dispenses with politicians 
or other representatives, and makes decisions by direct 
participation of the people concerned. Dbecisions may be 
reached by voting---in which the majority rules while the 
minority may be protected by certain minimal rights. Since 
the majority can be as tyrannical as any dictator another 
version of direct democracy reaches its decisions only by 
consensus---everyone must agree. As someone has said: 
"Voting is what you do after democracy has failed." 


Which brings us to the last question: Which of the various 
versions of democracy is the "...r@al democracy." advocated 
by New Democracy---representative, direct, majority rule, 
consensus or some other version? 


Lynn Olson 


She 
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In their reply (DB90) to the Socialis: Standard's review (DB89) of their pamphlet on Marxian 
economics, Uolléctivities deny the Socialist Standard's claira that “Marx hinself furnished the 
theoretical disproof of this view that growth in ‘pure' capitalisin would be impossible, in Chapter 
49 of Volume Three of Capita". They base this on a passage in this chapter, which they quote: 


“It is completely irrelevant to the problem to be solved here that a portion of the surplus-value 
converted into the form of profit and rent is not consumed as revenue, but is accumulated. That 
portion which is saved up as an accumulation fund serves to create new, additional capital, but 
not to replace the old capital, be it the component part of oid capital laid out for labour-power 
or for means of labour. We may therefore assume here, jor the sake of simplicity, that the 
revenue passes wholly into individual consumption”. 


Collectivities claim that this means that Marx's analysis only applies under conditions of simple 
reproduction (i.e. where "the revenue passes wholly into consumption"). But, as anyone can see 
from simply reading it, this is not what the above passage says. Marx is saying that the 
problem—of whether sufficient purchasing power is generated under capitalism to purchase the 
total social product—is not affected by whether or not there is expanded reproduction (i.e. where 
a portion of surplus value is accumulated rather than consumed), and that therefore “for the sake 
of simplicity” he can analyse it under conditions of simple reproduction, the logic being that 
what applies for this will also apply when there's accurnulation. 


What Marx shows in this chapter is that there is no deficiency of purchasing power under 
capitalism. Contrary to what Adam Smith had mistakenly assumed "gross income" (wages + 
profits + rent) does not have to be sufficient to purchase the “gross output" (total production} but 
only “net output" (total output less that part representing the transfer of already-existing value to 
products). Marx shows this to be the case, so refuting all lack-of-purchasing-power theories 
(such as that espoused by Collectivities). 


DB readers can check this for themselves by (re)reading the chapter in question. Marx had, 
however, already made it quite clear that this was his view in an early footnote in the chapter of 
Volume | of Capital (chapter 24) where he first introduced the concept of “capitalist production 
on a progressively expanding scale": 


"We have taken no account of export trade, by means of which a nation can change articles of 
luxury either into means of production or means of subsistence, and vice versa. In order to 
examine the object of our investigation in its integrity, free from all disturbing subsidiary 
circumstances, we must treat the whole world as one nation. and assume that capitalist 
production is eve ere established and has possessed iiself of every branch of industry" 
{emphasis added). ; 


Since Marx also assumes that capital accumulation does—and therefore can—take place under 
such conditions of 100% pure capitalism, this is another refutation of Collectivities's view that 
under capitalism there is not enough effective demand to purchase that part of surplus value that 
is to be accumulated. 


Adam Buick, Brussels, 9 September 1998. 
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Dear DB Friends, 2h 


Monroe Prussack' s letter in the Sept.-Oct. DB left me bit 


ces"it is my hope thal we will not abandon 


a rich heritage from capitalism that we have to follow some half 
baked social schemer like Lenin or De Leon." While the subsequent 
failure of the Soviet Uhion makes a good case for describing Lenin's 
dictatorship of the prokteriat(actually a dictatorship over the 
proleteriat} a half baked scheme,his assessment of DeLeon is another 
matter.From 1905 until his death in 1914 DeLeon consistently calléé 
for the replacement of political government with an Industrial Union 
Government under the direction of workers in the various industries. 
This form of government has of course not been established to-date, 
so it's efficacy cannot be accurately judged, however if Mr. Prussack 
considers De Leon's program to be “half baked" it would be interest- 
ing to read the logic hehind his thinking. Also, if he sees flags 

in the Industrial Union program, what does he propose es the correct 
form of government for a classless Socialist Society? 


mreiwew? aA ahem he 
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Respectfully Submitted 
Phillip Colligan 


HEY BERNIE: AN OPEN NOTE TO BERNIE SANDERS. 


Dear Bernie: 


We realize that you are one of the best things that the progressive movement has going for it 

in Congress, and we also realize that the Socialist Party does not hold the only franchise on democratic 
socialism in this country so we can understand why you did not accept a $200 contribution from the 
Socialist Party Political Action Fund in the last election. But there are several things we do not 
understand. First of all, we do not understand why you have not taken the initiative in pushing for more 
relaxed ballot access standards for minor parties and candidates. We thought that you being elected as 
an independent would make you more favorable and supportive for this type of legislation; instead 
the initiative has come from a nghi-wing Republican. 

Secondly, we were stunned when we learned that you were a co-sponsor of the "Texas-Maine- 

’ Vermont" compact in Congress, which would allow all three states to dump nuclear waste in the West 
Texas town of Sierra Blanca. We realize that you had to find a home for all of your nuclear crap, but for 
your spokesperson to insist that “the location of the dump is for the people of Texas to decide" 
betrays an ignorance of Big Industry politics, as if we would even be glven a ckance to decide that 
issue! 

And is there any truth to the rumor that you agreed with the Democratic Party officials in your 
state of Vermont not to run any other candidates for statewide office with the independent label as long 
as they would agree not to run any candidates against you? 

We as Socialists stand opposed to the death penalty] being that it is a tool of class against the poor. 
But we understand that you voted for the death penalty to apply in 58 federal crimes. 

We would appreciate hearing from you and would be happy to print any reply from you. 


(From the Lone Star Socialist, P.O. Box 2640, Austin TX 78768) 
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THE UNIONS ARE HOLDING US BACK 
By Mark Farris 


Mark Farris, a member of UAW Local 600, 
works at the Visteon Automotive Systems 
(formerly Ford) piastics plani tn Milan, MI. 


s an elected delegate to the UAW 
J inition Convention, 1 can 

assure you that the UAW now has 
new leaders with old ideas for a dying union 
with no solutions for the new millenium. ]am 
convinced the Third Worldization of the US. 
labor force will proceed without missing a 
heartbeat. For the union to decide at this point 
to put up a fight is like slowing down the 
Titanic after it hit the iceberg. 

The UAW and all the other unions let 
it all slip away when they didn’t call a general 
strike after President Reagan fired all the air 
traffic controllers. Why didn’t they support 
PATCO? Because the union bureaucrats’ real 
job is to keep the people on the shop floor in 
line. Although the UAW has been cut in half in 
the last fourteen years, there are more union 
officials now than at any other time in the 
union’s history. While GM strikers scraped by 
on $150 a week strike pay, the union staff are 
paid a minimum of $1403 per week! 

The UAW’s entire strategy has boiled 
down to this: join the Company Team, vote for 
a Democrat, buy an American vehicle, and use 
“selective strikes.” This is simply not a credi- 
ble plan to deal with the Third Worldization of 
the American middle class. The Republicans 
will admit up front that they want to cut your 
economic throat for the “good of the country,” 
and all the Democrats can offer is a band-aid. 

The UAW “Buy American” campaign 
is designed to prop up an illusion. Corporate 
America holds no allegiance to anyone but its 
stockholders. So which is better for the coun- 
try, buying a Ford Escort made in Mexico ora 


Honda made in Chio? As you are reading this, 
Ford/Visteon is expanding manufacturing 
capacity in Argentina, Brazil, China, Thailand, 
Turkey, Vietnam, and who knows where else. 
By the end of this three-year contract, 
Ford/Visteon will be manufacturing more 
vehicles outside the borders of this country 
than they do domestically. Bye American! 

The timing of the strike at GM is ab- 
surd. A defeat will lay a shaky foundation for 
the Big Three negotiations just thirteen 
months away while draining the strike fund. 

I am a firm believer that electoral 
politics promotes apathy. Instead of working 
people taking things into our own hands, 
electoral politics says, “Let's elect sornebody 
to do it for us.” And they never do. 

Unionism is much too important to 
leave to union officials. In fact I think unions 
are the institutions that are holding back 
working people. After all, it is the unions that 
have been preaching cooperation with the 
corporations fer the last fifteen years of con- 
cessions and downsizing. 

In France a few years ago, when the 
government just talked about cutting back on 
social security, hundreds of thousands of 
workers walked off their jobs and shut down 
the airlines, railroads, ports and freeways, 
essentially shutting down the economy. The 
government immediately dropped its idea. 

The new world order is simply the old 
world order, and infinite economic growth on 
a finite planet is impossibie. The unions are 
simply trying to smooth out the rough edges 
to insure that everything continues on its 
present course, with the same elite in charge. 
To have a real working class movement in this 
country, we'll have to build it outside the 
unions, and we'll have to build it ourselves.@ 


(From New Democracy, PO Box 427, Boston, MA 02130) 
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Self Activity of Wage Workers: Towards a Critique of Representation & Delegation, 
KK/Collectivities’ most recently published pamphlet, relates the experiences and conclusions of people 
who have taken part in workers’ struggles in Faridabad, India, an industrial center about 25 miles south 
of Delhi. The authors’ critique of conventional capitalist unionism and, in fact, of all mass workplace 
resistance to capital centers on the actions of what they call “leadery,” by which they mean the official 
union management as well as lower ievel--shop floor-—faciory management. As described in this 
pamphlet, the role of union and company shop floor management is essentially the same in India as 
elsewhere in the industrial world: maintaining worker discipline and keeping an eye out for 
“subversion.” 

But the authors also criticize the activity of what they call the fringe group, consisting of 
militants who constitute an alternative leadership. They seem to be engaged in a very rare action by any 
revolutionary group: self criticism. They point out that the strategy of the fringe group, presumably 
themselves--K and its Faridabad newspaper--was to reveal the collaboration with the company of the 
union leadership and their sycophants and to create another alternative leadership. Unfortunately this 
strategy, while it may create a more militant leadership solves no problems because it too discourages 
the self activity of workers. 

The militant and revolutionary fringe are forced to use the same strategies as the conventional 
union leaders: strikes. demonstrations, and general meetings, all of which provide a platform for the 
articulate and knowledgeable leaders but stifle the rank-and-file workers. Since organizing such 
activities requires that the mass of workers allow themselves to be manipulated by their delegates and 
representatives who act as planners, they are denied the opportunity for self activity. 

In place of the machinery of representation and delegation required by conventional unions and 
even the militant revolutionary fringe groups, this pamphiet calls for the “self activity” of workers. 
Premised on the view that the change in ownership of capital from individual owner of an enterprise, 
whom workers might successfully pressure for concessions because a strike might threaten him with 
bankruptcy, the new strategy takes into account the reality of stock ownership which spreads out the 
risks to capital among many stockholders. They no longer fear individual bankruptcy as a result of a 
strike. In fact, the authors suggest that in many cases capital welcomes strikes as a device in the policy 
of downsizing. The general failure of strikes in recent decades in India--in fact, worldwide--suggests 

. that our Faridabad comrades are onte something. 

In the four-page appendix that ends the pamphlet, “Self Activity of Wage Workers Against 
Closure,” the authors analyze the reason for closing plants and describe the process as it plays itself out 
in Faridabad. The company begins by looting the wage slaves -- appropriating pension funds and other 
worker assets and withholding wages, the latter tactic not yet being practiced in the West. All this 
creates worker resistance in which union leaders foment a strike. The resulting lockout ends in the 
closing of the pliant. 

But self-activity of workers can derail this process as in the case of Jhalani Tools in Faridabad 
where the 2000 workers successfully resisted efforts to by unions to Jead a mass resistance. Instead 
smail groups of workers--affinity groups of 5 to 8, usually from the same department—have acted on 
their own. They have jammed the offices of government bureaucrats responsible for enforcing labor 
laws and set up an ongoing informational picket on the roads and paths used by people on their way to 
work in the morning. Management and the government have tried desperately and unsuccessfully to 
foist a new leadership on them by decree and also to provoke a strike that would justify closure of the 
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plant in retaliation. Their most recent efforts in June 1998 have failed. The net result is that worker self 
activity has made it impossible for management to sel! the plant or to close it. 

The thinking behind this strategy strikes me as owing much to councilism. It also raises 
questions about the next steps workers should take and whether workers could use such tactics in the 
West. 

Readers can obtain free copies of the pamphiet by writing to Majdoor Library, Autopin Jhuggi, 
N.LT. Faridabad, 121 001, India, or from the DB, although it may be some months before the bundle 
arrives here, Ht is also available at Collective Action Notes’ website: 
www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/Lobby/2379. An earlier version has been recently published in the 
current issue of Collective Action Notes, PO Box 22962, Baltimore, MD 21203. E-mail 
<cansv@igc.ape.org> 


~Frank Girard 


NOTES, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND SHORT REVIEWS 


Bill Friesser, a subscriber and supporter of the Discussion Bulletin from its first issue, died last month 
in Grant, Michigan, 25 miles north of Grand Rapids. He was 77 years old, a self-educated factory 
worker who came upon the Socialist Labor Party’s Week/y People by chance as a teenager. He joined 
the SLP in 1975 when Section Grand Rapids was organized and was expelled in 1982 when the section 
was expelled with one exception. After the demise of the SLP in Grand Rapids, he became a member of 
the local “broad church” radical group that many of us joined. We remember him for his amazingly 
retentive memory. His favorite reading was his collection of almanac dating back to the tum of the 
century. He was our never failing source of statistics. He was also a student of Slavic languages. 
Soft-spoken and unassuming, he will be missed by Grand Rapids radicals of all persuasions 


AK Fress Distribution 1999 Catalog arrived here a few days ago, bigger and better than ever. Among 
its 145 pages 4 are devoted to T shirts with logos like “Jesus Hates Me,” “Keep Warm: Burn out the 
Rich,” and “Wage Slave;” 3 io political tapes; 1 to videos; 3 to “music/spoken word;” and 4 to 
“zines/periodicals.” But of course the meat of the catalog is 115 pages of books, averaging 20 or more 
utles to the page, classified according to topic and in some cases author. Readers will find 16 titles by 
Murray Bookchin, 3 by Bob Black, 33 by Noam Chomsky (as well as 3 about him), and 10 by Larry 
Gambone. Topics include Situationism -- 32 titles; Surrealism -- 2 pages; Sex- 7 pages, none of which 
seem to be designed to instruct innocent newlyweds; Poetry -- 2 pages, and Zapatistas — 12 titles plus B. 
Traven’s six jungle novels. Fiction accounts for 16 pages. And there is more —much more. For a free 
copy write to AK Press Distribution, PO Box 40682, San Francisco, CA 9410, or E-mai! 
akpress@akpress.org In U.K. PO Box 12766, Edinburgh EH8 9YE Scotland E-mail 
ak@akedin.demen.co.uk 


General Volkogonov’s Assassination Of Lenin reviews General Volkogonov’s book (title not given in 
the pamphlet) and defends Lenin against what the title of the pamphlet implies is his “assassination” by 
recent Soviet critics with access to Soviet archives. Volkogonov’s effort in this direction was greeied 
uncritically by the NY Times and other reviewers, prompting Paul Siegel of Socialist Action, a 
Trotskyist split from the U.S. Socialist Workers Party, to write defending his hero. Subheadings in the 
include “Lenin’s alleged lawlessness,” “Volkogonov’s double standard,” ““White’ terror understated,” 
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“Lenin’s approach to “terror,” “Different means towards different ends,” “Lenin a German agent” (in 
which we are told that Volkogonov could find no archival evidence but satisfied himself with such 
circumstantial evidence as the Brest-Litovsk Treaty. In a two and a half page section the author argues 
the negative of “Was the Bolshevik revolution a coup?” basing his position on the sypport the 
imsurrection received from Petrograd workers. As to the conspiracy charge, he asserts that the question 
of an insurrection was debated openly by Lenin and others in the Bolshevik press prior to the revolution. 
The author of the pamphlet is Paul Siegel; it was published by Socialist Action, a 1980s split from the 


U.S. Trotskyist Socialist Workers Party. $1.25 from Walnut Publishing Co., 3425 Cesar Chavez St., 
San Francisco, CA 94110. 


Can Socialism Come Through Parliament? by Pat Stack is “A Socialist Worker Pocket Pamphlet” In 
this case the Socialist Worker Party is the British Trotskyist group, unconnected to the group of the 

same name in the U.S. The pamphiet seems to be a sixteen-page rant against the British Labour Party, 

" tracing its history of betrayals back to the first Labour Party government in the early 1920s, which 
according to the pamphlet “did everything in its power to prove to the ruling class that it was fit to hold 
office.” Having recounted the Labour Party’s history through Emest Bevan, Callaghan and Wilson on to 
one Kinnock, the Labour Party leader at the time the pamphlet was written, the author describes “The 
Revolutionary Road,” which appears to lead via “collective action” to the creation of “truly democratic 
institutions which will include workers” councils that would “genuinely reflect the interests of those 
who elected them.” $1 (50p) from Socialist Workers Party, PO Box 82, London E3 3LH 


The Marxist Case for Revowution Teday by Emesi Mandel is “A Fourth Internationalist Tendency 
Pamphlet.” Like the two preceding pamphlets I picked it up at May Day Books in Minneapolis, it was 
published by a Trotskyist group. The Fourth Internationalist Tendency is or was--I think it may have 
evaporated or merged with another group since this was published in 1992--one of the three splinters 
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